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— Imaking our world safar:

Our Mission

The Natlonal Safety Counclt saves lives
by preventing injuries and deaths at work,
in homes and communities, and on the roads through
leadership, research, education and advocacy.
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Motor vehicle crashes

+ | mififon people have died ih maotor vehicle crashes in
the fast 25 years

+ 35,000 deaths each year in the U,3,

+ Leading cause of on and orr-lhe -job unintentional
deaths in the U.S,

« Leading cause of deaih for people §-10 35 years old

Cost to soclety = $100 blllion per year

Soclety appears to have grown complacent, accepting

these deaths and injuries

Safaly engineering has made significant advances
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Motor vehicle crashes

Vehicle maintenance factors

— Critical reason for crash ~ 2% of the time
Environmental factors

~ Crilical reason for crash — 2% of the time
Human error

~ Crifical reasen for crash — 94% of the tims

Source; NHTSA Yraffic Safoly Facts, February 2018
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"Driving distractions

The Science of Distraction
Visual: eyes ol road
Mechanical: hands on wheel
Cognitive:  mind on driving

« Visual and mechanical distractions are short lived -
cognitive distractions last much longer

« Much rore than “eyes on the 1oad, hands on the
wheel”
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Selective attention / switching
1. No such thing as "multi-tasking” When brains are

overioaded by two cogniive tasks, people swilch
attention (without recogniziag it)

2. Make one task “primary”and the other “secondary”
Cognitive attention {o driving becomes secondary to
a phone conversalion

3. When diiving is a secondary task for the brain,
driving bacumes Impaired
Impalrment takes several forms, including
inattention blindness and lunnel vision
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Crashes and cell phohes

Risk — how risky is Ihe_dl;traclto

Reacding R . Toadk
Reaching for a moving object 8.8x
Turning asround In a seat 8.8x
Taliing on & cell phone 4x
Texting . ' 8%
Provalence = how offen s it happentng

Manipulating a wireless device 7%
Talking on a ¢ell phone 8%
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Crashes and cell phones (o

* Minimum of 341,000 crashes
— §% of all crashes, involve texting
* 1.2 piillltoni crashes par year
= 21% of alt crashes, involve cell phone conversations

27% of all crashes
involve cell phone use
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What we know about cell phone
use and driving

Rola of Mobite Phones in Motor Vehicle Crashes
Resulting in Hospital Attendance

Suzanne P McEvoy, Mark R Stevenson, Anng T McCarll, 1 &l - 2604

+ Likelthood of crashing Increases by 4x

+ Risk was raised irrespective of whethar or nol a hands-fres
dovice was used
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Hands-free and crash risk

Hands free devices do not reduce trash risk:
~ Mational Safely Council
~ National Transportation Safsly Board
— World Health Organization
- Insurance insttute for Highway Safely
-~ Govemors Highway Safely Assoclation

+ 30+ studles reported substanfial nagative offects of cell phane
use on diiving for hands-free and handhsld phcnes

+ Similar effacls in reaction lime, speed, headway and lateral
jane posltion, for hands-fres and handheld phones
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Free dowh|oad at:
thebrain.nc.org

“Understanding
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What we know about cell phone
use while driving

Comparison of the Cell Driver and Drunk Driver
Strayer. Drews, ef al, University of Ulah - 2004

* No difference between handheld and hands-free

+ Celf phone distracled drivers have slower reaction

times and were rmore likely fo crash than drivers with a
.08 BAC
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What we know about cell phone
distraction

A Decrease In Braln Activation Assoclated
With Drlving
[+ fa Molfon Uy Iy, Center for Gognitive Braln lmaglng - 2008
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"Result

The parietal activation assoclated with d?iving decreases
substantially {by 37%) with sentencs istening.
Oriving with
Driving Alone Sentence Listening
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Misperceptions
If talking on a celt phone is so dangsrous, and celf phone

use has exploded in the last 10 years, why haven'twe
seen a.spike in crashes and fatalilies?

Crashes have actually decreased 9% since 2000 and
fatalities have also trended downward,

i-‘fow can {his he?
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Misperceptions
It's no siore dangerous than talking to a passenger

+ A passenger in a vehicle is aware of the driving
situation and can even serve as an additional fook-out

+ The phone casries & cerlain obligation of immediacy

There lsi't enotigh evidence to prove that using a ceft
phone while driving causes crashes ’

+ Difficult to collect crash data

+ Much evidence, few statistics

+ An absence of statistics does not prove or even
indicate the absence of a problem
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Misperceptions

What about volce Iexting? That must be safer than
typing texts, right? _

» Two racent studies from AAA Foundation for Traffic
Safety and Texas A&M found same resuit

» \oice fexting is more distracting than typing texts
+ Drivars look away mote
» |t {ook fonger to senda volce text
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Misperceptions

What about '2.way rac‘]iés? Nav'lgatlon? Books on taps?

Stmplex communloation occurs In one direction anly
Shorter duration and Jess complex

Navar input navigation while the vehicle is moving
Voice directions may be less distracting than reading a
map and street signs

+ Not atwo way, duplexed conversalion, Easlerto
disengage.
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Putting it al'l.together

Motor vehicle crashes are the leading cause of death

for a large percentage of our population

» Hupman error causes \he vesl majorily of crashes
+ Cell phone drivers four limes more likely to be Involved In a

persona} injury crash
+ Reaction linyes slower than .08 BAC
» Hands-frea as dangarous as handhald
Inattention blindness

for the task of driving
+ Cell phona use lnvoivad In 26% of all crashes

Voluntary compliance is difficut

PRI A e Euret

37% rediclion in spalial processing in the part of the brain used
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The Science of Attention
+ Elghty years of cognitive neuroscience

« Top down vs, battom up attention
+ Cocktalt party éffect

Virfual tap on the shoulder
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NTSB Recommends:

(1) Ban tha nonemergency use of portable elactronic
devices (olher than thoge designed fo support the
driving task) for all drivess:

(2) Use the National Highway Trafflc Safety
Administration model of high visibility enforcement to
suppor these bans; and

(3} lmplement targeted communication campalgns to
infarm motorists of the new law and enforgement, and
to warn them of the dangers associated with the
nonemergency use of portable electronie devices
while driving.

Dacember 13, 2011
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OHSA and distracted driving
Qclober 4, 2010

“To combat the threat of distracled driving, we are
prepared {0 act quickly. When OSHA receives a
credible complaint that an employer requires
lexting while driving or who crganizes work so that
texting is a practical necessity, we will investigate
and where nacessary issue citations and penaities
to end this praclice.”

David Michaels, PhD, MPH
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Sample cell phone policy

Company employeas may not use cellular telephones or mobile

electranit devices whils operaling a motor vehicle under any of

the following situations, regardiess of whether a hands-free dovice

js used;

» When employee is aperating a vehicle owned, [eased or rented
by ke Company.

» When lha amployes is aperating 2 personal motcr vehicle in
connection wilh Company business.

*+ Whenthe mofor vehicle s on Gompany property.

Whan tha cellular telephone or mobile elécironie device is

company owned of Jeased,

When the employse Is using the celivlar telophone or mobile

elactronlc device ta condual Corpany business,
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‘Companies with policies

» Exxontobll + Abbott

» DuPont + EnCana

» Halliburlen + GSX Infermodal

+ Shell « Schnelder National
+ Chevron « Sysca Corporalion

+ BP + ‘Fime Warmner Cabla
+ Enbridge + Polash

» AsfraZeneca + Owans Gording

+ Specira Energy +» NTSB

« CA Office of Traffic Safely

Just & sampla - no national database of compandes with poficles
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What about productivity?

Survey of AMEC emgleyees ona year after corporate cell

phone driving ban

+ 97% agreed talking on a cell phone Impacts a person’s

ahility 1o drive safely

$6% felt rasponsible companies should discourage use of

wireless communicaiions while driving

« 95% did not experience a decrease In produclivity as a
rasult of the ban during work hours

+ B3% reduced or guit using wireless devices while driving
outside of work hours
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Company cell phone polibiés

Survay of NSC member companies — August 2000

v+ 2,004 respoantdonts

+ 489 (23.3%) had bans that included both hands-free and

handheld wireless commurlcation devices

46.1% of NSC membars wio policies have pians In the next

12 months to create policies

+ Only seven companies {1,5%} with policies reporled a
decrease In employes productivily

+ 46 companies (10%) reporied a productivily increase

-
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Company cell phone policies
Survey of Fortune 500 companies = September 2010

- 2% of Fortung 500 companies suveyed have tolal bans in
place — astimated 2 milllon+ employees

22 percent of cornpanias wilh total bans sald they
exparienced decreased crash rates, and lhe same
experonced decreased preperty damage, indleating the
policies work

+  Ameng those who responded and had total bans

- 19 parcerit sald preduclivity increased

— 22 percent said productivily remained the same

~ 52 parcent don't yet know Impact on productivity

— 7 percent sald productivity decreasad
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Company cell phone policies
Why no decrease in productivity?

+ Most calls are nol as *business critfcal® as assumed

«  Every employee and eveéry company “adapts” {e.g. trip
planning}

+ Employees lass stressed — ey make beller declslons

+  Drivers no longer take ime from nen-driving staff
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Employer liability

$21,6 miliion: A stay-at-home dad received the sward for the violenl virack thal killed

Wi wife, mler a jury found a driver aephigent tor sither 1aldng on her celi pheas or some

cihor distraction,

$21 milfion - A sok diink driving a passenger vehicle was

using a hands-freé haadset, in corapllance with 5 handheld Ban, when she struck

anolher vehicla and injured the driver, A jury awarded $21 miliianIn demeges o

(he Infured driver.

$20.9 mlilon: Dykss Industies of Litde Reck, Ark, Jost s petsonal injury sull i whilch

ile employde waz Uslig a céll phone when the erach accuied.

$18 raHllan: Holines Transpory, of Muscle Shaals, Ala, wias ordeted fo pay the

damagas by a k8. Districl Jadge to Mark Tibura who was 1sit unable lo vealk of salic

ofer a ciakh caused by ont of thalt dedvers distzcled by a celf phone,

$5.2 mililon: Intemational Paper employed Varessa MeGrogan was using her

compariy-supplied cell phsae when she rear-ended @ vehiclo driven by Debra Ford.

42,5 million; State of Hawall agresd to pay asilsshare of liability in a crash invalving &

stale amployea wha was telking on her ctll phone when sha hit a tedrst.

$1.5 million: City of Palr_a Alla has ugreed 10 pay the vicbioy of a4 2008 vehdels crash
i iving & city worker who.wes using bis cell phone whils driving.— siatang geir wirks sake
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Employor Liakility
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CEO Selling Proposition
1. Employee cell phone use while driving is a significant

and growing safety threat to our employees and the
driving public,

2. it has also becoms a significant financial risk and
liability,

3. If atotal ban policy is preperly implemented and
supported, there wii not be a negative effecton
praductivity, customer service or employee morale.
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Executlve communication
+ Employee education campaign
+ Campaign roilout plan

+ Sample policy
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Enforcement
v+ Standard crash review includes review of cell records

+ Peer to peer enforcement
¢ Technology
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Technology: may be best solution

«  Signal jamming
-~ Jamming device In vehicle
— Limited geogtaphic reach
~ Currantly llegal

+  Smatphione app wlihout vehicle inlegralion
— Uses phone's GPS to Iigger *driving condition®
— Sends calls to VM, slorss {exls and emails

+ Smariphone app with vehicle Inlegration
- Sensor plugs in to vehlcle QBD pork
~ Communpicates "driving” to phone via Bluefoolh

+ Wireless network eofiillon
— *Thin client" on srart phone signals retwork of *driving condilien™
~ Nabywork applies call managemend tools
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Public support
Quinniplac Unlyersily

v 2424 US Volers

+ HNovernbor 2010, +-,02

+ By a 63% = 34% margkm, Amerlcan voters support a federal

ban on cell phone use whila drlving, even while using a
“hands-free” device

Nationwida Insurance “On Your Side Survey”

+ 1008 US dedvers

+ August 2009, +~.03

+  B0% support ban on texilng or emalling

+ 57% support 2 ban on all cell phone use while driving
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Public support

According ta the Nalional Highway Trafilc Safely Adrminisiration
{NHTSA), current sclenlific research indicales that using a wirefess
phione whils driving degrades & drver’s performanca, whether witht
& hahds-frag or hantt-Reld wiralass phione. NHTSA advisas fhal the
safes! course of aclion Is fo refraln from using a wiretess phope
whie oriving.

Consider turning your phene off and affawing cais fo go to voicemalf
whife driving—for your safely and that of those around you.

-Verizon wehsite
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Public Positions
»  Wireless Carriers — generally suppottive
« Auto and Cansumer Electronics Industries

“Eyes o the road and hands on the wheel”

“Taligng - be il nteracting wilh passengers or or ihe coli phane - Taz a mixad alfect
o driving salety. In (acl, In he case of drowsy divers (0.g. Wuckeis), falking on celi
phonos &an actually redice crashes, Evidence shows Lhat so-called "cogniive
distractions’ aren't much of an lssua, bul physical dislactions are.”

Soufce: Forg Kator Campany
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Takeaways

+ \Ma need full attention for the task of driving - cognitive
distraction is real - Mullitasking is a myth

+ Hands-free s not 1lsk free

+ Risk expasuré is what makes cell phons use the
biggest threat

« A total ban on employee call phone use while driving is
"best safety practice” and your company's best
defense against Habilily exposure,
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Takeaways

* We need full attention for the task of driving - cognitive
distraction is real - Multitasking is a myth

+ Hands-free is not risk free

+ Risk exposure 1s what makes cslt phons use the
biggest threat
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What you can do
» Personal example — stop using cell phone when
driving {change no answer greeting)

Don't talk with people who call you white they are
driving

Educate employeas, drivers, parents, friends and
family

Implement calt phone driving bans

Support Jeglslation and enforcement

Hold offenders accountable

-

-
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» Full one hour presentation
+ 25 minute highlights version
+ All proceeds support FocusDriven

ADeadly
Distractio
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